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NATURE OF THE CASE 

This matter is before the Commission pursuant to 5 230.45, Stats., on 

an appeal by appellant of an initial determination finding of "no probable 

cause" to believe respondent discriminated against him on the basis of 

handicap. The conclusion in the ID was: Because this charge was not filed 

in a timely manner, the Commission cannot conclude there is probable cause 

to believe respondent discriminated against complainant because of his 

handicap with respect to failure of accommodations while he was employed by 

Protective Services Department prior to August 27, 1986. 

The parties waived a hearing on the merits, submitted a stipulation of 

facts and filed briefs. The following is based upon the agreed stipulation 

entered by the parties. 

FINDINGS OF FACT 

The Commission adopts as the facts in this controversy the stipulation 

of facts jointly submitted to it by the parties. They are: 

(1) The complainant, Raymond Ludka, is an employee of respondent, 

University of Wisconsin-Stout. 
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(2) Complainant was first employed by respondent in 1979, in the 

classified civil service position of Security Officer with the respon- 

dent's Protective Services Department. 

(3) Complainant subsequently advanced to the position of Police 

Officer 3 within the department. He served in that position until 

October 27, 1986, when he transferred to a position as a Custodial 

Supervisor I, also within the classified civil service. 

(4) On February 29, 1988, complainant filed a complaint of 

discrimination with the Personnel Commission. His complaint alleges, 

in essence, that the respondent discriminated against him based on 

handicap because changes were not made in all security officers' shift 

schedules after complainant suffered a heart attack in 1984, and 

further because other employees in the Protective Services Department 

allegedly received favorable treatment with respect to accommodations 

based on handicap after complainant left work unit in 1986. A copy of 

the complaint is attached hereto and incorporated herein by reference. 

(5) An Initial Determination in this case issued July 19, 1988, 

resulted in a finding of "no probable cause." A copy of the Initial 

Determination is attached hereto and incorporated herein by reference. 

(6) This matter is now before the Personnel Commission on 

complainant's appeal of the Initial Determination. The issue for 

determination agreed upon by the parties is: 

Whether complainant filed his claim of handicap determination 
against respondent within the statutory time limit. 

The parties have further agreed that this issue may be determined on 

the basis of the facts as stipulated herein, and with supporting 

briefs to be filed in accordance with the schedule set at the prehear- 

ing conference held September 29, 1988. 
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CONCLUSIONS OF LAW 

1. The Commission has authority to consider this matter pursuant to 

5 230.45(1)(b), Stats. 

2. Complainant has the burden of proving he filed his claim of 

discrimination within the statutory time limit. 

3. Complainant has failed to meet his burden of proof. 

4. The Commission lacks authority to hear a claim of discrimination 

filed after statutory time limits. 

OPINION 

As provided in § 230.44(3), Stats., a complainant has a 300-day time 

limit for filing discrimination appeals to the Conrmission. It provides in 

pertinent part: 

Time limits. . . . if the appeal alleges discrimination under subch. 
II of ch. III, the time limit for that part of the appeal alleging 
discrimination shall be 300 days after the alleged discrimination 
occurred. 

Complainant asserts that he filed his appeal within the 300-day 

statutory time limit. In his initial letter-brief, he writes: 

Even though a request in letter form & a grievance from me, was 
at the time I was working for Protective Services considered normal 
procedure, I had no reason to believe discrimination had occurred. 

It was August 22, 1987, when the case of discrimination became 
apparent to me. And this is well within the 300-day filing which took 
place February 29th-1988 (the date which the Personnel Commission 
received it). 

Later, in his reply to respondent's brief he writes: 

I have always contended that discrimination occurred after I 
left. It was made apparent to me August 22, 1987 & I filed Feb 29th, 
1988, well inside the 300 days. 

It appears complainant is saying the alleged discrimination occurred 

August 22, 1987, the date he became aware that in 1987, after he left the 

department, other officers, with job related work limitations, were given 
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special accommodations by placing them on a suitable permanent shift 

instead of shift rotation. 

The Commission is not persuaded by complainant's argument. In 1984, 

after recuperating from a heart attack, complainant returned to work and on 

several occasions over the next two years, requested a change from rotating 

shifts to permanent shifts for all Security Officers. The Director of 

Protective Services, where complainant was employed, refused complainant's 

request. On October 27, 1986, complainant left the Protective Services 

Department. He filed a complaint of discrimination against respondent with 

the Commission on February 29, 1988. 

It is the opinion of the Commission the complainant's allegations of 

discrimination occurred during the two-year period after his heart attack 

in 1984 and his departure from the department in October 1986. While it 

may be true--the Commission has no reason to believe otherwise--that 

complainant did not perceive the alleged discrimination until August 1987, 

it is clear the act or series of acts which form the basis for this claim 

occurred prior to October 27, 1986. 

The same argument was addressed and thoroughly analyzed in the Initial 

Determination. Complainant has provided no evidentiary facts which would 

cause the Commission to differ with the legal analysis and conclusion 

expressed there. See Welter V. DHSS, 88-0004-PC-ER, Z/22/89. 
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ORDER 

This matter is dismissed because it was not filed within the statutory 

time limit. 

Dated: 88 , 1989 STATE PERSONNEL COMMISSION 

DRM:dmg 
.JGF002/2 

Parties: 

Raymond Ludka, Jr. 
Route 2, Box 153 
Menomonie, WI 54751 

'Kenneth Shaw 
President, UW 
1700 Van Hise Hall 
1220 Linden Drive 
Madison, WI 53706 
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PERSONNEL COMMISSION 

INITIAL 
DETERMINATION 

COMPLAINT 

This is a charge of discrimination on the basis of handicap with 

respect to failure of accommodation. It is apparent on the face of the 

charge that there is a substantial question as to timely filing, because it 

states that complainant left employment with the Protective Services 

Department es a Police Officer 3 on October 27.1986, and the charge was 

filed more than 300 days afterwards, on February 29, 1988. Therefore, 

complainant was requested to submit any contentions on this point, beyond 

what was already addressed by the charge, and he submitted a letter on May 19, 

1988. 

DISCUSSION 

A copy of the body of the charge is attached to this initial deter- 

mination. In summary, complainant alleges he began working in the Protec- 

tive Services Department in 1979. In 1984, he suffered a heart attack and 

returned to work on a half-time light duty basis for 2 weeks. Thereafter, 

he returned to full-time status on a rotating basis among 3 shifts. 

i 
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Complainant then contends that over “the next 2 years” he asked uarious 

members of management: 

. ..to try permanent shifts (trial period) for all officers. And 
the director could pick any shift for me. Since my point was if 
we were all on permanent shifts it would be better for our 
health.. . However, Director Buckley said no and wouldn’t consid- 
er it. 

Although the department did go to “2 shifts every 28 days,” it continued to 

rotate employes among shifts, and then , complainant further alleges: 

On October 27, 1986, I left the department as a Police Officer 
since I felt the stress of rotating shifts would cause more 
health problems. This was also confirmed by my physician (see 
attached letter [dated January 19, 1988].... 

The charge alleges that after complainant left, the department adjusted the 

shifts of a number of officers. Two officers were allowed to switch shifts 

for a period of about 5 months at the end of 1987 in order to facilitate 

one’s schooling and the other’s need to take care of his children. Another - 

officer who was recovering from cancer surgery was placed on day shift 

(7:OO a.m. - 3:00 p.m.) for a trial 3 month period as of December 13. 1987. 

The same officer’s wife, who is a Program Assistant 3. has been allowed to 

work 7:00 a.m. - 3:30 p.m. instead of her “normal” hours of 8:00 a.m. - 

4:30 p.m. Another officer wound up working 11:00 p.m. - 7:00 a.m. indefi- 

nitely in place of the officer who had the cancer surgery. 

In his letter to the Commission received May 19.1988, he contends as 

follows: 

I did file after the first part of discrimination occurred on 
8-22-87. I pointed out. that special treatment and consideration 
was afforded other officers after my departure on 10-26-86. But 
was not given to me, as pointed out in details C and F in my 
first letter to you. Details C, H, and I point out this special 
treatment others received. This special consideration not 
afforded to me is still continued as of today. And that part of 
it started 12-13-87. 
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Pursuant to 54111.39(l) and 230.44(3), Stats., the time limit for 

filing complaints of discrimination is 300 days after the occurrence of the 

alleged discrimination. In this case, the alleged discrimination occurred 

prior to October 27, 1986, when complainant allegedly was not accommodated 

with respect to his hours. This was more than 300 days prior to February 

29, 1988, when the complaint was filed. 

Complainant tries to equate the occurrence of the discrimination with 

the alleged more favorable treatment of various other employes by the 

Protective Service Department. However, more favorable treatment of other 

employes is not an act of discrimination against complainant; any dis- 

crimination against complainant occurred when the department allegedly 

failed to accommodate him in 1986. The only possible legal significance 

the later treatment of other employes will have on his employment 

discrimination claim might be: 

1) with respect to a timely claim, as evidence that respondent's 

failure to accommodate was unreasonable under the Fair Employment Act 

(FEA); or 

2) as part of a contention that at the time the alleged dis- 

crimination against him occurred (prior to October 27, 1986), the 

facts that would have supported a charge of discrimination under the 

FEA'were not apparent and could not be said to have been apparent to a 

person with a reasonably prudent regard for his or her rights similar- 

' ly situated to complainant. 

The Commission discussed the latter point in Sprenger V. UW-Green Bay, 

No. 8S-0089-PC-ER (7/24/86). In Sprenger, an employe was told he was being 

laid off due to the elimination of his pdsition. Not until 2 years later 

did he learn that this position had been reinstated and a substantially 
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younger person had been hired , and he then filed a complaint bf &ge’iJis- 

crimination with respect to the layoff. The Coarmisslon held, relying 

largely on a line of federal court cases under Title VII, that the 300 day 

period of limitation did not begin to run until the facts that would 

support a charge of discrimination under the FEA were apparent or should 

have bee& apparent to a person with a reasonably prudent regard for his or 

her rights similarly situated to the complainant. The Commission concluded 

that under the circumstances surrounding Mr. Sprenger’s layoff, this test 

was satisfied, and the period of limitations did not begin to run, until 

1985 when he learned of the appointment of a much younger person to what 

allegedly amounted to his old job. 

However, in this case, Mr. Ludka is alleging that respondent refused 

to accommodate him in 1986. Under the FEA, an employer has an obligation 

to provide a reasonable accommodation for an employe’s handicap “unless the 

employer can demonstrate that the accommodation would pose a hardship on 

the employer’s program, enterprise or business.” 5111.34(1)(b), Stats. In 

most cases, “a person with a reasonably prudent regard for his or her 

rights” who is handicapped and who requests and is denied a specific 

accommodation for that handicap could be expected to make some kind of 

inquiry if necessary to determine if the requested accommodation would have 

posed a hardship to he employer. The factors cited by Hr. Ludka do not put 

this case into a different category. This is partic&rly so because Mr. 

Ludka alleges prior to the time he left the department on October 27. 1986, 

he had asked for permanent shifts “for all officers” and that “a permanent 

shift for all was turned down” by management. The discovery in 1987 that 

certain employes had been allowed to work particular shifts for certain 

periods, or indefinitely, because of illness or personal problems, has 
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little if anything to do with the reasonableness of denying a request to 

have all officers placed on permanent shifts. - 

Mr. Ludka also alleges,in his charge that he just learned it was over 

the 300 day time limit, and that he "was not aware of a time limit" before 

that. Unfortunately, ignorance of such a time limit does not excuse 

non-con)pliance. See 51 Am Jur 2d Limitation of Actions 9146; Jabs V. State - 

Board of Personnel, 34 Wis. 2d 245. 250-251 (1963). 

CONCLUSION 

Because this charge was not filed in a timely manner, the Commission 

cannot conclude there is probable cause to believe respondent discriminated 

against complainant because of his handicap with respect to failure of 

accommodation while he was employed by the Protective Services Department 

prior to August 27, 1986. 

Dated , 1988 STATE PERSONNEL COMMISSION 

General Counse 

AJT:jmf 
JMF09/2 
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Discrimination: 
Details: G . - In August of 1987 a  fellow officer named Mary Knoble took 

#l maturnity leave. She was replaced by a  LTE named Kendal 
F isher. (the shifts were two-rotating at this time  and  as 
of this writing), another officer H.R. Hirsch "as on  
opposite hours. F isher was attending Tech school while 
Knoble "as on  leave. So F isher (LTE) going to school took 
Hirsch 3-llpm. shift and  Hirsch who needed to be  home with 
his kids was put on  7-3pm. shift. This started about 
August 1987 and  continued till the end  of December 31, 1987. 
This put Hirsch on  permanent  shift 7-32.m. for 5  months and  
F isher on  3-llpm. permanent  shift for 5  months. 

112  H. - In the spring of 1987 O fficer John Forrest had  a  cancer 
operation on  his right lung. And after your basic time  
off, returned to work with normal hours and  full duties. 
Then  in late fall (I believe it "as November)  O fficer 
Forrest found his cancer "as spreading. So on  December 13, 
1987, he  "as placed on  day shift 7-3pm. for a  Trial 3  month 
period. He takes chemotheraph treatments once a  month and  
is doing fine. 
His wife Shiela Forrest also works in Protective Services 
as Program Assistant 3. Her normal hours are 8am.-4:30pm. 
Monday-Friday. But in the past when her hsuband "as working 
7-3pm. shift Director Buckley accomodated both and  had  her 
hours switch to 7-3:30pm. When  he  worked this shift. NO" 
however her hours are 7-3:30pm. always since her husbands 
cancer. I take med ication but otherwise my retrictions 
are no  less nor anymore then O fficer Forrest. 

#3  I. - If: - LTE O fficer F isher can work 3-llpm. for 5  months for 
school. 

- PO3 O fficer Hirsch can work 7-3pm. for 5  months to save 
on  babysitting. 

- Shiela Forrest can work 7-3:30pm. indefinitely because 
of husbands cancer. 

- John Forrest can work 7-3pm. indefinitely because of 
cancer. 

- PO3 O fficer Harold Fosmo can work ll-7am. indefinitely 
since Forrest isn't. (And by the way Harold's stomach 
problems are much better since being on  one  shift.) 
Then  I believe I've been discriminated against. 

J. - I lost 1.67 per hour, 55  retirement, 14  years of seniority 
in SPS, a  career I really enjoyed. Even helped save some 
lives. But because of a  (heart attack) and  which my doctors 
felt would be  better if I had  a  straight shift and  would 
be  less stressfull, my ex-director G . Buckley wouldn't even 
consider a  trial permanent  shift. I really believe I could 
have proven it would of been better for all officers. It 
was not just for myself. 



CHARGE OF DISCRIMINATION Personnel 

Commission 
Background: A. - On August 14, 1979 I was hired as a Security Officer with 

U.W. Stout, Menomonie. During the next 7 years and 2 months 
this department grew more professionaly and through steps 
became a Police Officer 3. This entitled the officers to 
arrest powers, certification, emergency vehicles, weapons, 
etc. This also gave us retirement at 55 years and a hourly 
salary of $10.54. 

B. - On April 13, 1984, I suffered a heart attack which caused me 
to be out of work for about two months. I was 37 years old 
at the time. When I returned to work it was at 4 hours 
per day light duty for about 2 weeks. After this I was 
returned to a full 40 hour week along with rotating shifts 
of which there were 3. 

Details: C. - During the next 2 years, I had asked not only my First Line- 
Supervisor, Robert Hoage, but also the Director Garold Buckley 
to try permanent shifts (trial period) for all officers. 
And the director could pick any shift for me. Since my 
point was if we all were on permanent shifts it would be 
better for our health. We had three shifts at this time 
(7-3pm. days), (3-llpm. afternoons), and (ll-7am. evenings). 
Prior to my heart attack we also had a (7pm.-3am. power shift) 
and in many cases we would shift 3 times in 7 days. However 
Director Buckley said no and wouldn't consider it. 

D. - Director Buckley did however in summer of 1986 did say he 
would be interested in 2 shifts if we could come up with one 
he could approve. The final draft was submitted and if I took 
11-7am. and 7-3pm. shift it would be approved. 

Decision: E. - Since I felt 3 shifts every 7 - 10 days rotating was 
unhsalthy for all officers and 2 shifts every 28 days was 
better. I chose the 2 shifts along with everyone else. 
since a permanent shift for all was turned down by Director 
Buckley. 

Leaving: F. - On October 27, 1986 I left the department as a Police Officer 
since I felt the stress of rotating shifts would cause more 
health problems. This was also confirmed by my physician 
(see attacked letter). I didn't want to leave, 55 retirement, 
salary, but most importantly I enjoyed my career. I didn't 
leave for just any job and wasn't going to move from the area 
since I couldn't. But the only position open with permanent 
hours and not to much loss in pay was as a Custodial 
Supervisor I, same campus. 



Witnesses: K. - In fact I have fellow officers, secretaries and others who 
can remember that I said "I wouldn't leave if Mr. Buckley 
would have 
place me on 

0.1~ considered permanent shift for all and 
++d hours he would like. 

Wayne Argo - Personnel Director U.W. Stout 
Garold Buckley - Director Protective Services U.W. Stout 
Robert Hoage - Campus Police Supervisor U.W. Stout 
Richard Peterson - Campus Police Officer 3 U.W. Stout 
Harold Fosmo - Campus Police Officer 3 U.W. Stout 
Henry Hirsch - Campus Police Officer 3 U.W. Stout 
John Forrest - Campus Police Officer 3 U.W. Stout 
Mary Knoble - Campus Police Officer 3 U.W. Stout 
Elbridge Anderson - Campus Police Officer 4 U.W. Stout 
Debra Dillon - Program Assistant 1 U.W. Stout 
Jacqueline Hasse - Program Assistant 1 U.W. Stout 
Shiela Forrest - Program Assistant 3 U.W. Stout 
Some members of the Menomonie Police Department. 

Relief/Remedy: L. - I just found out that this is over the 300 day period. 
However I was not aware of a time limit and the 
discrimination occured less then 300 days ago. 
Plain and simple. I would like a position as a Police 
Officer 3 for U.W. Stout prior to or just before August 
1988. 
I want my old job back. Since this may mean letting 
Someone else go, then I would consider a 9 month school 
year position as a Police Officer 3 beginning August 
1988. 



RE: Ray Ludka 
Route 2, Box 241 
Menomonie, WI 54751 

To Whom It May Concern: 

Ray Ludka was hospitalized in April of 1984 with an acute 
heart attack. He has made a good recovery from that heart 
attack; however, I feel that stress in this situation should 
be minimized. Continuous switching of working shifts can 
be stressful and I feel can upset a person's normal natural 
biological clock. I feel that in Ray's case it would be 
reasonable to request a permanent working shift to avoid 
the upset and change of working different hours of the day 
from week to week. I feel that consistency in work setting 
is important in reducing additional fatigue which can contri- 
bute to stress. 

If there is any further questions about this, don't hesitate 
to contact me. 

Family Practice 

MF/cm 

“Partners with You in Family Health” 
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A - Forrest D - Knoble G - Anderson 
Commissipq 

Second Officer listed on any s 1 t 
B - Peterson E - Hirsch H-Hoage is considered substitute for any 
C - Fosm F - Wilson other shift on this schedule. 

SUN MIN ms WED THUR FRI SAT SUN lam !mEs WED TBUR FRI SAT 

7AM 7.00 7.00 7.00 7.00 7:oo 7.00 7:oo 7:oo 7:oo 7:oo 7:oo 7:oo 7:oo 7:oo 
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~----- 
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MAY 29 30 31 JUN.1 2 3 4JUN. 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 
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7AM 7:oo 7:oo 7:oo 7:oo 7.00 
3PM 3:00 3:00 3:oo 3:oo 3:oo 
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3:00 3:00 3:00 
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ZPR. 17 18 19 20 21 22 23 APR. 24 25 26 27 28 29 30 
1UN. 12 13 14 15 16 17 18 JUN. 19 20 21 22 23 24 25 
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-.~) / F F FC FC FC C C F F/FC FC FC C C 

7PM 
3AM GI G GIGIG/ t 1 

JAN. 24 25 26 27 28 29 30 JAN. 31 FEB. 1 2 3 4 5 6 , 
MAR. 20 21 22 23 24 25 26 MAR. 27 28 29 30 31 APR.1 2 
MAY 15 16 17 18 19 20 21 MAY 22 23 24 25 26 27 28 



,fEB 29 1988 

:/’ Perscrmd 

- Forrest D - Noble G - Anderson Second Officer l i&&@%f%$~ft 
- Peterson E - Hirsch H - Hoage is considered substitute for any 
- Fom F -Wilson other shift on this schedule. 

SON WN !IUES WED THUR FRI. SAT SUN bDN TJES WED THDR FRI SAT 

AM i-00 7.OG 7:oo 7.00 7:oo 7:oo 7:oo 7:oo ?:OO 7:oc x * 7:oo 7:oo 
PM ti ti 3:oo $?% 3:oo 3:oo 3:oo 3:oo 3:oo 3:00 3:00 3:00 3:00 3:00 

.* ~~, 2, 2 i&D "G" C)D D D 

3PM 3.00 3-00 3.00 3.00 3.00 s 3:00 9 3:00 3:00 3:00 3:00 3:00 3:00 
LPM lti l-i% 1m 11:oo ii& ll:oo lim ll:oo 11:oo lim ll:oo ll:oo 11:oo ll:oo 

E E EB EB EB B B .B E E EB EB EB B 

lR4 11.00 11.00 11.00 11.00 ll.00 il.00 11.00 11:oo ll:OO ll:OO 11:oo moo moo 11:oo 
7AM%a -7%7:007:007:00 -%-6To 7:oo 7:oo -7:oo 7:oo 7:oo 7:oo 7:oo 

c c CF~ CF. CF F <F F C C CF CF CF F 

JJyc 1 >:; 
AN.. 16 11 12 13 1L 15 16 JAN. 17 18 : 19 20 21 22 23 
Au. 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 MAR. 13 14 15 16 17 18 19 
AY 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 MAY 8 9 10 11 12 13 14 

SJN M3N TUES WED TXJR FRI, SAT SUN MON !DJES WED THUX FKi SAT 

7x4 7.00 7:oo 
3PMI 3:oo 

7.00 
3:oo 

7.00 
?&%I 

7-00 
3:oo 

7.00 
3:oo 

7.00 
3:oo 

7-00 7-00 
3:oo 3:oo 

7.00 
3:oo 

-- 7:oo 7:oo 7:do 7:oo 
3:00 3:00 3:oo 3:00 3:00 

, D AD 
"G" '6 '6 .& & 

I 
1lL'M;lti 3PM; 3-00: 11:oo 3-00 ii% 3.00 11:oo 3.00 11:00 E 11:OO G 11:00 z 11:00 s 3:oo 3:oo 3:oo -- 3:oo 3:oo 

, A ] B BE BE BE E E B 

11:00 
11:00 11:OO 11:00 ll:OO ll:OO 
BE BE EE E E 

\ 
I 

JAN. 24 25 26 27 28 29 30 JAN. 3: F%il. 1 2 3 4 5 6 
'l/w. 20 21 22 23 24 25 26 mii. 27 28 29 30 31 APR.1 2 
I?,' ,,C ‘,< ,, "P 1" 70 71 MAY 27 23 24 25 '6 27 28 



- Forrest D - Knoble G - Anderson 
- Peterson E - Hirsch H - Hoage 
- Fosrm F -Wilson 

Second Officer listed on any@#~~jssion 
is considered substitute for any 
other shift on this schedule. 

3PM' g &j$ 3:oo G = G 3:00 3:00 3:00 m w z 3:00 3:00 -- 
IPM 11:00 11:00 11:OO 11:OO 11:00 11:00 11:00 11:00 11:00 11:OO 11:OO 1l:OO 11:00 11:00 

D D D&-D& DC G G E D D D%; DG, DC- G- 

IPM 11:00 11:OO 11:OO 11:OO z 11:00 11:OO 11:OO 11:OO 11:OO 13.~00 11:00 1l:OO 11:OO 
7PM 7:oo 7:oo 7:oo 7-00 7:oo 7:oo 7:oo 7:oo 7:oo 7:oo 7:oo 7:oo 7:oo 7:oo 

EB. 7 8 9 10 11 12 13 FEB. 14 15 16 17 18 19 20 
PR. 3 4 5 6 7 a 9 APR. 10 11 12 13 14 15 16 
AY 29 30 31 JUN.1 2 3 4JUN. 5 6 7 a 9 10 11 

3PM 3:oo 3:oo 3:OO' 3.00 3:oo 3:oo g gg x s @  3:oo 3:oo 3:oo -- --- 
IPM 11:OO 11:oo 11:oo 11:oo 11:OO 11:OO 11:OO 11:OO 1l:OO 11:00 11:00 1l:OO 1l:OO 1l:OO 

G G GDGDGD D D E GdD6:DGD D D 

.lzJM n-00 11.00 11.00 11-00 U-00 11:oo 11-00'11.00 11.00 11.00 11-00 11:oo ~--2---2-...---.?--~-~~~~~~ 11:oo 11:oo 
7AM 7:oo 7:oo 7:oo .7:00 7:oo 7:oo 7:oo 7:00 7:00 7:oo 7:oo 7:OO 7:oo 7:oo 

c c- CB EB CB B B E CCB&EC,E B B 

7PM 
3AMl I . L$G LTt.5 LrE 

:I%. 21 22 23 24 25 26 27 FEB. 28 29 MAR. 1 2 3 4 5 I ' 
'R. 17 18 19 20 21 22 23 28 APK. 24 25 26 27 29 30 .,~ 1 , : 7 (, , c "C '7 '113 T,"M I,", -8. 1, 1, 1, 7, 1F 


